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RESPONSE TO AMENDMENT 

1 . Amended claims 1-20 remain for further examination. 

The new grounds of rejection 

2. Applicants' amendments and arguments with respect to claims 1-20 filed on June 
30, 2005 have been fully considered but they are deemed to be moot in view of the new 
grounds of rejection. 

Specification 

3. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

Drawings 

4. This application has been filed with informal drawings, which are acceptable for 
examination purposes only. Formal drawings will be required when the application is 
allowed. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC S 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner 
and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to 
enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated 
by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 
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6. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claims 1-20 contains subject 
matter, which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claims 1-4, 7, 9, 11, 13-17, and 19 contain subject matter that object is an 
"object module human-machine interface application" not properly described in the 
application as filed. 

Other dependent claims, which are not specifically cited above are also rejected 
because of the deficiencies of their respective parent claims. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC S 103 (a) 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 1-2, 5-9, 12-13, 17-20 are. Rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lewis et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,255,943). 

9. Lewis teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method and 
system for monitoring network devices by passing alarm objects from a monitoring 
server to a client application (see abstract). 
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10. As to claim 1 , Lewis teaches a method of providing notification to an operator of 
a network having a server device and a network device located on the network, the 
method comprising the steps of: monitoring the network device by said server device 
(figures 2-8; and column 4 lines 30-60, Lewis discloses management servers 12 and 14 
which pass objects in response to detected alarms in network devices); detecting a 
signal within said server device, said signal received from the network device (column 6 
lines 35-65; and column 7 lines 55-65, Lewis discloses that alarm conditions in the form 
of events are detected)!; transmitting an object from said server device to a receiving 
device operably connected to the network for notifying the operator, the object being 
responsive to the signal (figures 2-8; and columns 6-7, Lewis discloses that an object is 
transmitted to a client application in response to detected events). 

Lewis does not explicitly teach the limitation of an intelligent automation device. 
Lewis does teach that a management server is used to pass objects to client 
applications in response to detected network events (figures 2-4; and columns 6-8). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill n the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Lewis by specifying the management server as an intelligent automation 
device since the same functionality of automatically monitoring network devices is 
achieved. 

11. As to claim 2, Lewis teaches the method of claim 1 wherein the receiving device 
comprises means for displaying the object (figures 5-8; and column 8 lines 25-65). 
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12. As to claim 5, Lewis teaches the method of claim 1 wherein the management 
server device is a programmable logic controller (columns 6-8). 

13. As to claim 6, Lewis teaches the method of claim I further including transmitting a 
response to the management server device (column 13 lines 20-45), 

14. As to claim 7, Lewis teaches a notification system for a network having a network 
device located on the network, the notification system comprising: a detector for 
monitoring the network device, the detector being operably connected to the network; a 
management server device operably connected and responsive to the detector, the 
management server device having an object', and a receiving device operably 
connected to the automation network, wherein the management server device transmits 
the object to the receiving device to notify the operator (figures 2-8; and column lines 
35-60, Leis discloses management servers 12 and 14 which pass objects in response to 
detected alarms in network devices). 

Lewis does not explicitly teach the limitation of an intelligent automation device. 
Lewis does teach that a management server is used to pass objects to client 
applications in response to detected network events (figures 2-4; and columns 6-8). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill n the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Lewis by specifying the management server as an intelligent automation 
device since the same functionality of automatically monitoring network devices is 
achieved. 
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Lewis fails to teach the claimed limitation of a "sensor". 

Lewis does teach that detector servers receive and report alarms to the alarm 

notification manager (column 4 lines 40-60). 

It would have been obvious to on one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Lewis by specifying the detector server devices as sensor devices 
since the same functionality of detecting errors is achieved. 

15. As to claim.8, Lewis teaches the notification system of claim 7 wherein the 
receiving device comprises a software module t6 interact with the management device 
(figures 2-17; and columns 6-9). 

16. As to claim 9, Lewis teaches the notification system of claim 7 wherein the 
receiving device has means for displaying the object (figures 22-17; and columns 6-8). 

17. As to claim 12, Lewis teaches the notification system of claim 7 wherein the 
server management device is a programmable logic controller (columns 508). 

1 8. As to claim 1 3, Lewis teaches the system of claim 7 above. 
Lewis fails to teach the limitations wherein the object is an XML object. 
However, "Official Notice" is taken that the concept and advantages of using XML 
objects is old and well known in the art. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Lewis by specifying XML objects. One would be motivated to do so to provide 
an extremely simple dialect of SGML suitable for use on the World-Wide Web. 

19. Claims 17-20 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 1-13, and 
15 and therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

20. Claims 3-4, 10-1 1,and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lewis further in view of Mukaiyama et al (U.S. Patent No. 6,631,407) 

21 . As to claim 3, Lewis teaches the method of claim 2. Lewis fails to teach the 
limitation wherein the means for displaying the object is a web browser. 
However, Mukaiyama teaches a device management network that uses Java applet 
technology to report network-detected events (see abstract). Mukaiyama teaches using 
a browser to display an object in a network-monitoring environment (column 5 lines 
20-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Lewis by specifying a browser in place of the client application to monitor 
network faults. One would be motivated to do so to allow for global monitoring of 
network faults using the Internet. 
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22. As to claim 4, Mukaiyama teaches the method of claim 3. Lewis fails to teach the 
limitation wherein the wherein the object is a Java-like program. 

However, Mukaiyama teaches a device management network that uses Java applet 
technology to report network-detected events (see abstract). Mukaiyama teaches using 
a Java-like program to display network faults in a network-monitoring environment 
(column 5 lines 20-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Lewis by specifying a java applet object as the reported object in Lewis. One 
would be motivated to do so to allow for real-time monitoring of network faults using the 
Internet. 

23. Claims 10-1 1 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 3-4 and 
therefore are rejected for similar reasons. 

24. As to claim 15, Lewis teaches the system of claim 7 above. Lewis fails to teach 
the limitation wherein the wherein the object is an HTML object. 

However, Mukaiyama teaches a device management network that uses Browser 
technology to report network detected events (see abstract), Mukaiyama teaches using 
a HTML objects to display network faults in a network-monitoring environment (column 
5 lines 20-25). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the ad at the time of the invention 
to modify Lewis by specifying a HTML object as the reported object in Lewis. One would 
be motivated to do so to allow for global monitoring of network faults using the Internet. 

25. Claims 14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lewis further in view of Lee al el (U.S. Patent No. 6,336,137). 

26. Lewis teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a method and 
system for monitoring network devices by passing alarm objects from a monitoring 
server to a client application (see abstract). 

27. As to claims 14, and 16, Lewis teaches the method of claim 7. Lewis fails to 
teach the limitation wherein the object is a wireless application protocol (WAP) and 
where the object is a WML language. 

However, Lee teaches a network having clients communicate with a server over a 
wireless network (see abstract). Lee teaches communicating using a wireless 
application protocol (WAP) and where the object is a WML language (column 5). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Lewis in view of Lee so that a wireless application protocol (WAP) and WML 
language objects are used for communications. One would be motivated to do so to 
allow wireless or thin clients efficient communication with a server. 
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Response to Arguments 

28. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 -20 filed on June 30, 2005 have 
been fully considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive for the claims 
1-20. 

29. In the remarks, the applicant argues that: 

Argument: Lewis does hot teach or suggest sending/receiving an "object module 
human-machine interface application" as claimed in the independent claims as 
amended. 

Response: The argument toward rejection is not persuasive and rejection 
stands. 

The pages 1-6 of the originally filed specification does not teach or disclose the 
limitation "object module human-machine interface application" added by the 
amendment (amendment filed on June 30, 2005); therefore, the cited reference to Lewis 
is teaching the claimed invention (limitations), rendering the rejection proper, and 
rejection stands. 

Argument: Lewis fails to disclose or suggest the method of claim 1 . 
Response: The argument toward rejection is not persuasive and rejection 
stands. 

Lewis discloses or suggests the method of claim 1 without the amended 
limitation (see rejection of claims 1). 



Application/Control Number: 09/61 1 ,996 
Art Unit: 2155 



Page 1 1 



30. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new grounds of rejection. Accordingly, 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M.P.E.P. § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 

extension of time policy as set forth in 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



31 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bharat Barot whose Telephone Number is (571) 
272-3979. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:30 AM to 
6:00 PM. Most facsimile-transmitted patent application related correspondence is 
required to be sent to the Central FAX Number (571) 273-8300. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Saleh Naiiar . can be reached at (571) 272-4006. 



Contact Information 



Patent Examiner Bharat Barot 




Art Unit 21 55 



September 07, 2005 



